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I. Basis of the opinion 


1. This opinion has been drawn up on the basis of (Substitute sheets which have been furnished to the receiving Office 
in response to an invitation under Article 14 are referred to in this opinion as "originally filed".): 


[x] the international application as originally filed. 


[ ] the description, pages . 

pages 


as originally filed, 
filed with the demand, 
filed with the letter of 


[ ] the claims, Nos. 

Mos. 
Hos. 
Nos. 


as originally filed, 

as amended under Article 19, 
_, filed with the demand, 
_, filed with the letter of 


[ ] the drawings, sheets/fig . 

sheets/fig 
sheets/fig 


as originally filed, 
filed with the demand, 
filed with the letter of 


2. The amendments have resulted in the cancellation of: 

[ ] the description, pages 

[ ] the claims, Hos. 


[ ] the drawings, sheets/fig . 


3. [ ] This opinion has been established as if (some of) the amendments bad not been made, since they have been 
considered to go beyond the disclosure as filed (Rule 70.2(c)): 


4. Additional observations, if necessary: 
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IV. Lack of unity of invention 


1. In response to the invitation (Fora PCT/IPEA/405) to restrict or pay additional fees the applicant has: 

[ ] restricted the claias. 

[ ] paid additional fees. 

[ ] paid additional fees under protest. 

[ ] neither restricted nor paid additional fees. 

2. This Authority found that the requirement of unity of invention is not complied with for the following reasons 
and chose, according to Rule 68.1, not to invite the applicant to restrict or pay additional fees: 

1. The application as claimed comprises 3 different inven- 
tions, namely: 

- a portable therapeutic apparatus according to claims 1 
and 2, 

a therapeutic apparatus according to claims 3 and 4, and 

- a therapeutic apparatus according to claims 5 to 7. 

2. In order that an international application may contain 
more than one invention, the inventions must be so 
linked, as to form a single general inventive concept. 

This concept finds expression in the claims in terms of 
the same or corresponding special technical features, 
where the expression "special technical features" means 
the features which define the inventive contribution 
that the claimed invention makes over the prior art. 

2.1 In the present case the common matter of independent 
claims 1, 3 and 5 is: "a therapeutic apparatus for 
stimulating the healing of a wound in mammals comprising 
a suction pump and a canister for containing (or col- 
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lecting) liquids drawn from the wound, the canister in- 
cluding means for connection to the region of the 
wound" . 

This matter is not new, see section V-2, and thus not 
inventive, and therefore it does not comprise any spe- 
cial technical feature which may form the inventive con- 
cept linking the invention according to the independent 
claims. 

In consequence the requirements of Rule 13.1 PCT are not 
met. 

3. Consequently, the following parts of the international application were the subject of international preliminary 
examination in establishing this opinion: 

[x] all parts. 

[ ] the parts relating to claims Hos. . 
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V. Reasoned stateient under Rule 66.2(a) (ii) with regard to novelty, inventive step and industrial applicability; 
citations and explanations supporting such stateient 


1. STATEMENT 

Hovelty (N) clains 

Claims 

Inventive Step (IS) Claims 1-7. 

Claios 

Industrial Applicability (IA) Clains 

Gains 


2. CITATIONS AND EXPLANATIONS 

1. The closest prior art document as regards the 

subject-matter of claim 1 appears to be US-A-4 710 165. 
This document discloses, see col. 4, lines 20-25 and 
col. 5, lines 1-54 and the drawings , a portable 
therapeutic apparatus for stimulating the healing of a 
superficial wound in a person, which comprises a housing 
(16) containing a suction pump (10) and a canister (20) 
for containing fluids drawn from the wound by said pump 
(10), said canister (20) including means for connection 
in the region of the wound and a harness (18) or belt 
for supporting the housing (16) on the person. 

The apparatus described in claim 1 merely differs from 
this disclosure in that the claim specifies that the 
means for connection included in the canister are for 
connection to a dressing. 

This feature is not explicitly disclosed in the above 
mentioned prior art. Insofar as this feature may be con- 
sidered to involve a difference between the prior art 
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and claim 1, see section VIII, it appears that the fea- 
ture is described for the same purpose at least in 
WO-A-96/05873, see drawings and abstract. 

Therefore the subject-matter of claim 1 does not involve 
an inventive step and the claim does not meet the re- 
quirements of Art, 33(3) PCT. 

2. The feature of claim 1 is obvious and further is dis- 
closed for the same purpose in WO-A-80/02182. Therefore 
the claim does not involve an inventive step and does 
not meet the requirements of Art. 33(3) PCT. 

3. The closest prior art document as regards the 
subject-matter of claim 3 appears to be WO-A-94/20041 - 
This document discloses , see page 12 , line 8 to page 18, 
line 35 and figs. 1, 8-11, a therapeutic apparatus for 
stimulating the healing of a wound in mammals which com- 
prises a porous pad (10), which is permeable to liquids 
for introduction into the wound, a dressing (18) for 
covering the wound and providing a substantially 
air-tight seal around the wound, a drainage tube (12, 
36) connecting the pad (10) to a suction pump (40) so 
that the suction can be applied to the wound to draw 
fluids therefrom, said tube (12, 36) being connected to 
the pump (40) via a canister (28,33) for collecting liq- 
uids sucked from the wound and a filter barrier (38a) 
located between the canister (28,33) and the suction 
pump (40). 

The subject-matter of claim 3 differs from this dis- 
closure in that: 

a) the filter barrier is located in the canister at the 
outlet side, and 

b) pressure detecting means are arranged to detect the 
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pressure changes in the drainage tube between the canis- 
ter and the pump to signal a pressure change when the 
liquid in the canister covers a substantial part of the 
filter barrier, thus indicating a full canister. 

However, feature a) is disclosed for the same purpose in 
the document GB-A-2 220 357, see page 8, lines 2-16 and 
fig. 1, and feature b) is disclosed for the same purpose 
in DE-U-295 04 378, see the whole document. 

Therefore the subject-matter of claim 3 does not involve 
an inventive step and the claim does not meet the re- 
quirements of Art. 33(3) PCT. 

4. The feature of claim 4 is disclosed for the same purpose 
in all the three documents cited at point 3 . above and 
does not involve an inventive step. 

Therefore claim 4 does not meet the requirements of Art. 
33(3) PCT. 

5. The closest prior art document as regards the 
subject-matter of claim 5 appears to be WO-A-94/20041. 
This document discloses, see page 12, line 8 to page 18, 
line 35 and figs. 1, 8-11, a therapeutic apparatus for 
stimulating the healing of a wound in mammals which com- 
prises a porous pad (10), which is permeable to liquids 
for introduction into the wound, a dressing (18) for 
covering the wound and providing a substantially 
air-tight seal around the wound, a drainage tube (12, 
36) connecting the pad (10) to a suction pump (40) so 
that the suction can be applied to the wound to draw 
fluids therefrom, said tube (12, 36) being connected to 
the pump (40) via a canister (28,33) for collecting 
liquids sucked from the wound and a filter barrier (38a) 
located between the canister (28,33) and the suction 
pump (40). 
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The subject-matter of claim 5 differs from this dis- 
closure in that it comprises an additional conduit con- 
necting the porous pad to pressure detecting means, 
whereby the pressure substantially at the wound site may 
be monitored. 

However this feature is suggested for the same purpose 
in DE-A-4 306 478, see fig. 4 and relevant part of the 
description. 

Therefore the subject-matter of claim 5 does not involve 
an inventive step and the claim does not meet the re- 
quirements of Art. 33(3) PCT. 

6. The features of dependent claims 6 and 7 are also dis- 
closed for the same purpose in DE-A-4 306 478 and there- 
fore do not involve an inventive step. 

In consequence also claims 6 and 7 do not meet the re- 
quirements of Art. 33(3) PCT. 


Porn PCT/IPEA/408 (sheet 7) (January 1994) 


writteL-jpinion 


Intern, application No. 
Lf PCT/GB96/02802 


VII. Certain defects in the international application 


The following defects in the fori or contents of the international application have been noted: 

1. Contrary to the requirements of Rule 5.1(a) (ii) PCT, the 
relevant background art disclosed in the documents 
US-A-4 710 165 and WO-A-94/20041 is not mentioned in the 
description, nor are these documents identified therein. 

2. The description is not in conformity with the claims as 
required by Rule 5.1(a) (iii) PCT. 

3. The independent claims 1, 3 and 5 are not in the 
two-part form in accordance with Rule 6.3(b) PCT, which 
in the present case would be appropriate, with those 
features known in combination from the relevant prior 
art documents being placed in a preamble (Rule 6.3(b) (i) 
PCT) and with the remaining features being included in a 
characterising part (Rule 6.3(b)(ii) PCT). 

The features which are known in combination from the 
relevant prior art documents and belong in the preamble 
the claims and the relevant prior art documents are in- 
dicated in section V-2. 

In this section are also indicated the features which, 
according to the present wording of the independent 
claims, should be included in the characterizing por- 
tion. 

If, however, the applicant is of the opinion that the 
two-part form would be inappropriate, then reasons 
therefor should be provided in the letter of reply. In 
addition, the applicant should ensure that it is clear 
from the description which features of the 
subject-matter of the independent claims are known from 
the closest prior art documents (see the PCT Guidelines 
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PCT/GL/3 III, 2.3a). 

4. The features of the claims are not provided with refer- 
ence signs placed in parentheses (Rule 6.2(b) PCT) . 
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VIII. certain observations on the international application 


The following observations on the clarity of the claios, description, and drawings or on the question whether the 
claims are fully supported by the description, are made: 


From the wording of claim 1 it is not clear whether or 
not the dressing mentioned at the last but one line of 
the claim (...for connection to a dressing in the re- 
gion...) forms part of the claimed apparatus. 

This uncertainty leads to a lack of clarity within the 
meaning of Art. 6 PCT. In section V-2 it has been sup- 
posed that the apparatus comprises the dressing and in 
consequence the subject-matter of claim 1 was considered 
deprived from an inventive step. If the apparatus would 
not comprise this feature, then the matter of claim 1 
would appear to be completely anticipated by the prior 
art cited at point 1. of said section. 
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